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REMARKS 

ApplicaTit has carefully studied the Office Action of November 9, 2004, and offers the 
following remarks in response thereto. 

Rejection of Claims 1. 4-9, 11-21, and 28-33 Under 35 U.S,C- S 103 - Copoola et al.. Devitte 

et ala and Kohut et al. 

Claims 1, 4-9. 11-21, and 28-33 were rejected under 35 US.C § 103 as being 
unpatentable over Coppola et aL (hereinafter Coppola), in view of Devine et al. (hereinafter 
^'Devine"), and farther in view of Kohut et al. (hereinafter 'TCohut"). Applicant respectfully 
traverses. When the Patent Office proposes a coTnbination of references in the context of 2in 
obviousness rejection, the Patent Office must initially do two things for the combination to be 
proper. First, the Patent Office must articulate a motivation to combine the references. Second, 
the Patent Office must support the motivation to combine the references with actual evidence. In 
re Dembiczak 175 F.3d 994, 999 (Fed. Cir. 1999). While there are many sources of motivation, 
the variety of sources does not diminish the need for actual evidence. Id This two step process 
has been mandated by the Federal Circuit to combat impermissible hindsight reconstruction. 

Even if the combination of references is properly made and supported with the required 
actual evidence, for the Patent Office to establish prima facie obviousness, the combination of 
references must still teach or fairly suggest all the claim elements. MPEP § 2143.03. If a 
combination must be modified to show all the claim elements, then the Patent Office must again 
provide a motivation For the modification and further support the motivation for modification 
with actual evidence. In re Fritch, 972 F.2d 1260, 1264 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 

The Patent Office's rejection of the claims based on the combination of Coppola, Devine, 

and Kohut is improper in that the Patent Office has not provided the actual evidence required by 

the Federal Circuit. Specifically, the Patent Office opines that: 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to have used a single router to direct web information from an 
application with a particular address to one of several connected browsers with a 
unique port identifier on a fuel dispenser having two points of sale, and therefore 
two browsers. 

The suggestion/reason would have been to connect multiple browsers 
through a single router to the internet/web, as one ordinarily skilled in the art 
would recognize from figure 2. 
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(Office Action of November 9, 2004, page 3, lines 3-9). Applicant traverses this motivation 
becau5fe this motivation fails both prongs of the Dembiczak combination requirements. 

Initially, there is no explanation provided by the Patent Office for why connecting 
multiple browsers through a single router to the Intemet/web is desirable such that someone 
would want to connect multiple browsers through a single router to the Intemet/web. 
Furthermore, it is unclear which "Figure 2" is being used to support the alleged motivation. 
Assuming, arguendo, that the Patent Officers citation is to Figure 2 of Devine. there is no such 
suggestion therein because there are at least two roisters which have only a single browser 
attached thereto. As such, there is no evidence in Figure 2 of Devine that suggests that having 
multiple browsers connected to the internet through a singJe rout^ is desirable. Figure 2 of 
Devine, at worst, indicates that a router with two browsers is no more desirable than a single 
router for a single browser. As such, the motivation proffered by the Patent Office is insufficient 
for a proper combination of the references. 

Even if the references are properly combinable, (a point which applicant does not 
concede), the combination does not result in the claimed invention recited in claim 1 as required 
by MPEP § 2143.03 to support a prima facie case of obviousness. The Patent Office alleges that 
Applicant's display controller is equivalent to the Frame NAT/Router of Devine. Applicant 
traverses this assertion. Applicant's display controller has other functions besides the IP address 
and port assignments. Specifically, as recited in the claims, the display controller has a control 
system that runs the browser appUcatidns. The Frame NAT/Router of Devine does not run 
browser applications for each of the displays, and thus cannot be equivalent to the display 
controller recited in the claims. 

Applicant further traverses the rejection because it is improper to put the functionality of 
the Frame NAT/Router of Devine into the display controller. Specifically, if the references are 
combined, the display manager 70 of Coppola communicates with the Frame NAT/Router of 
Devine through some unlabeled LAN (see the network hue between the browsers and the Router 
on the left side of Devine' s Figure 2) or perhaps the LAN 30 of Coppola. In any event, the 
router of Devine is separate and distinct from the device running the browsers in Devine. Thus, 
when Devine's router is combined with the fuel dispensers of Coppola, the router remains 
separate and distinct from the device running the browsers. To change Devine's router structure 
constitutes impermissible extraction of an isolated element from Devine. 
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Because the router 3S separate and distinct from the device running the browsers, the 
combination cannot teach or suggest that the display controUer comprises a control system that 
runs the browser applications for each of said plurality of displays, the display controller is 
assigned one IP address, and each of the browser applications is assigned a unique port 
associated with the IP address. That is, based on the citations provided by the Patent Office, to 
show this aspect of the claimed invention, the display manager 70 of Coppola needs to 
incorporate the router of Devine. Devine's structure precludes such incorporation in a straight 
combination. Since the combination does not show the claimed invention, the Patent Office has 
not established prima facie obviousness, and the rejection is improper. 

Applicant pre-emptively addresses the possibility that the Patent Office might opine it 
obvious to modify the combination of Coppola and Devine to move the router functionaUty into 
the display manager 70. As noted above, the Federal Circuit has rules about modifying 
combinations. Specifically, the Parent Office must provide a motivation to modify the 
combination, and further provide actual evidence to support the motivation to modify. In re 
Fritch. To date, the Patent Office has not articulated a motivation to modify the combination, 
nor has the Patent Office provided the requisite evidence. 

Claims 4-9, 11, and 12 depend from claim 1, and are not obvious at least for the same 
reasons. In light of the foregoing. Applicant requests withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1 , 4- 
9, 11, and 12 at this time. 

Claim 13 also recites similar elements, and the rejection thereof is improper for the same 
reasons as presented above. Claims 28-33 depend from claim 13, and are not obvious at least for 
the same reasons. Applicant requests withdrawal of the rejection of claims 13 and 28-33 at this 
time. 

Claim 14 recites assigning one IP address to the display controller and assigning a unique 
port associated with the IP address to each of the browser applications. As explained above, the 
display controller of the conibination does not have the IP address, as recited in the claim, and 
thus the rejection is improper. Claims 15-19 depend from claim 14, and are allowable at least for 
the same reasons. Applicant requests withdrawal of the rejection of claims 14-19 at this time. 

Claim 20 recites a multiple browser controller similar to the display controller of claim 1, 
and is not obvious for the same reasons. Claim 21 depends from claim 20, and is not obvious at 
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least for thQ same reasons. Applicant requests withdrawal of the rejection of claims 20 and 21 ac 
this Lime. 

Applicant acknowledges ihai most inventions arc combinatiotis of old elements. 
However, one of the things that makes an invention paieniable is chat there no suggestion in 
the art to combine the old elements in the manner claimed. In the present case, the Patent Office 
has not satisfied the requirements set forth by the Federal Circuit for showing the motivation to 
combine the references and modify the elements to aixive at the claimed invention. Since the 
Patent Office has not satisfied these requirements, the claimed invention is allowable. Applicant 
earnestly solicits claim allowance at the Examiner's earliest convenience. 
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